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PER CURIAM. 

Alvin Y. Gravely (“Gravely”) appeals from an March 19, 2007 final judgment of 

the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims (“Veterans Court”), affirming a 

March 2, 2005 decision by the Board of Veterans’ Appeals (“Board”) that denied 

entitlement to service connection for anxiety disorder.  Because Gravely’s arguments on 

appeal relate to issues over which we do not have jurisdiction, see 38 U.S.C. 

§ 7292(d)(2), we dismiss. 

Our jurisdiction to hear appeals from the Veterans Court is strictly limited to 

questions of law; we have no jurisdiction to review “(A) a challenge to a factual 
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determination, or (B) a challenge to a law or regulation as applied to the facts of a 

particular case.”  38 U.S.C. § 7292(d)(2).  While the refusal to consider lay evidence 

may be contrary to law, see Jandreau v. Nicholson, 492 F.3d 1372, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 

2007); Buchanan v. Nicholson, 451 F.3d 1331 (Fed. Cir. 2006), we do not read either 

the decision of the Board or of the Veterans Court as inconsistent with our past 

decisions in this area.  Rather, we read the Board as merely holding that there is no 

probative evidence in this particular case, and the Veterans Court as affirming that 

decision.  Thus, although Gravely posits that the Veterans Court’s decision rests on an 

erroneous interpretation of 38 U.S.C. §§ 1145(a), 5107(b) and 38 C.F.R. §§ 3.102, 

3.303(a), Gravely’s arguments on appeal all relate to alleged errors in the Board’s 

factual finding that there was no service connnection.  Such arguments are directed to 

factual determinations and the application of law to facts—issues outside the scope of 

our jurisdiction.  Accordingly, because Gravely fails to present an issue over which we 

have jurisdiction, the appeal is dismissed.  

COSTS 

No costs. 


